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Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed 01/05/2006. 

2. Claims 1 - 25, 27, and 28 were previously withdrawn from consideration and 
claims 26 and 29 - 56 are still pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 26, 29 - 36, 38, 41 - 46, and 49 - 52, and 54 - 56 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sadre et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,485,620). 

In regard to Claim 26, Sadre anticipates a method of debugging a program for an 
industrial controller having an engineering system an editor for linking graphical 
elements and a runtime system represented by a flowchart visualized on a display, the 
including: 

(a) preparing a debugging process based on the flowchart (see FIG. 28 and 
FIG.30). 
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(b) assigning suspend command to each graphic element (27:63 - 65, see 
suspension of the currently executing application program and refer to FIG. 12, for 
graphic icon (element)); 

(c) commencing the debug process( 17: 55 - 57, see "suspnd" and "resume"); 

(d) continuing the debugging process until a suspend command is reached (18: 8 

-11); 

(e) displaying the location of the flowchart element corresponding to the suspend 
command (16:37-43); 

(f) continuing a task corresponding to a graphical element of the flowchart, that 
has been suspended by a suspend command, using a task control mechanism of the 
run-time system (25:20 - 25,see Diagnostic Utility 252); 

proceeding to the next possible suspend command 17: 47 - 50, see suspend 
and normal operations continue). 

In regard to Claim 29, the method of Claim 26, wherein task control mechanism 
of the run time system comprises breakpoint debugging where variables can be pre- 
assigned by the user in the engineering system, comprising the step of pre-assigning 
variables corresponding to breakpoints (24:60 - 25:15). 

, In regard to Claim 30, method of Claim 29, debugging is done by means of 
debugging tools, and not the task control mechanism (24:40 - 45, see debugger). 
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In regard to Claim 31 , method of Claim 26, generating a structured textual 
language from the flowchart, converting the language into processor-independent 
pseudo code, loading the code into a controller, and converting the code in executable 
processor code (22:54 - 59). 

In regard to Claim 32, method of Claim 26, a debugging interface available to a 
user at the structured textual language levels and pseudo-code level (See 14: 5,for 
structured text, and FIG. 26,B for pseudo-code). 

In regard to Claim 33, method of Claim 26, programming language commands 
are provided in the flowchart editor as a function of configuration of hardware 
associated with an industrial controller (20:30 - 65, see CONFIGURATION UTILITY 
SUBSYTEM AND LOGIC EDITOR SUBSYSTEM). 

In regard to Claim 34, the method of Claim 26, wherein additional graphical 
elements are generated in the flowchart by converting user-defined structured text 
subprograms of the textual language into graphical elements comprising function 
interfaces of the corresponding structured text subprograms (22:54 - 59). 

In regard to Claim 35, method of Claim 34, the graphical elements are used a 
language elements of the flowchart, in that each element can correspond to an element 
of a programming language (26:21 -30). 
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In regard to Claim 36, method of Claim 26, the structured text according to IEC 6- 
1 131 is used as a structured textual language (14:6 - 8). 

In regard to Claim 38, method of Claim 26, loop programming language 
command is in the flowchart view (see 3:67 for loop and 6:55 for chart functions, which 
the loop is part of, since it is continuous). 

In regard to Claim 41 , method of Claim 26, function blocks are combined into 
modules that are in turn presented as function blocks in a display associated with the 
motion control flowchart view (18:13 - 25, see motion control). 

In regard to Claim 42, method of claim 41 , where the function blocks are 
interleaved in the motion control flowchart view (25:60 - 26:5) 

In regard to Claim 43, method of Claim 41 , function blocks comprise underlying 
source code statements, and also for display associated with the motion control 
flowchart (18:13 - 35, see motion control and structured text). 

In regard to Claim 44, method of Claim 41 , function blocks representing functions 
that require a given period of time comprise advance conditions in the flowchart view 
(20:23-20). 
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In regard to Claim 45, the method of Claim 26, the graphical elements of the 
flowchart are positioned automatically (9:47 - 50). 

In regard to Claim 46, the method of Claim 26, graphical elements are linked 
automatically (9:45 - 50). 

In regard to Claim 49, the method according to 26, wherein step a) through c) are 
triggered in a collective step (see FIG. 23A - 23B). 

In regard to Claim 50, the method according to 26, during the processing of the 
flowchart, a currently processed graphical element is displayed (16:25 - 30). 

In regard to Claim 51 , which claims similarly to claim 32 see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

In regard to Claim 52, which claims similarly to claim 26, see rationales as 
previously discussed above. 

In regard to Claim 54, the method according to 52, wherein the plurality of code 
levels comprises a pseudo code level and a debugging process is prepared for the 
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pseudo code level (25: 20 - 2, see Diagnostic utility and structured text for pseudo code 
level). 

In regard to Claim 55, which claims similarly to claim 26 see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

In regard to Claim 56, which claims similarly to claim 32 see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

5. Claim 39, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sadre 
et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,485,620, art being made of record) as applied in claim 38, 
in view of Sara (U.S. Patent Number 4,837,722, art of record). 

In regard to Claim 39, Sadre discloses all the claimed limitations as applied in 
claim 38 above. Sadre does expressly disclose that a parallel branch wherein individual 
commands are initiated in a given interpolator cycle within a respective parallel branch. 
Sara, however, does teach performing operations in parallel within an interpolator cycle 
(Column 2, lines 45-53). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to perform to combine Sadre, with a parallel branch 
wherein individual commands are initiated in a given interpolator cycle within a 
respective parallel branch as taught by Sara, since this allows for faster execution of 
similar instructions. 
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6. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sadre et 
al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,485,620) as applied in claim 26, in view of Messerges et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,295,606, art of record). 

In regard to Claim 40, Sadre discloses all the claimed limitations as applied in 
claim 26 above. Sadre doesn't explicitly disclose that parameters can be set for 
function blocks by mask input in the flowchart view. However, Messerges does disclose 
using mask input for function input parameters (Column 2, lines 64-67). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Sadre, with the mask input in the flowchart view, as taught by Messerges, 
since this aids cryptographic functions to produce more secure output. 

7. Claim 47 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sadre et 
al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,485,620) as applied in claim 26. 

In regard to Claim 47, Sadre discloses all the claimed limitations of as applied in 
claim 26 above. Although, Sadre doesn't expressly show the flowchart is displayed in a 
reduced form and an enlarged form, Examiner takes official notice that reducing and 
enlarging the display is an old and well known practice and has been for years in the 
Graphics field to enlarge/zoom in and zoom out of graphs and graphical 
representations. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 37, 48 and 53 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The prior art doesn't teach or disclose in combination the following: 

"a user can switch between structured textual language, contact plan, and 
function plan as forms of representation for formulation conditions". 

"re-translation back into motion control flowchart representation by means of 
marks in the textual language". 

" wherein the programming code comprises a plurality of code level at least a 
subset of the plurality of debugging processes corresponds to respective ones of the 
plurality of code levels, and the stop of displaying debugging processes comprises 
displaying at least a subset of the debugging processes on respective ones of the 
plurality of debugging interfaces". 



Response to Arguments 
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8. Applicants arguments filed 01/05/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Argument (1 ), Applicant argues on page 9 - 10 of his response (01/05/06) that 
Sadre does not disclose or suggest " using a task control mechanism of a runtime 
system to continue a suspended command" as well as "assigning a suspend command 
to each graphical element of the flow chart". 

Response (1), Examiner disagrees. Notably in figure 25, which discloses a 
sequential flow chart, Sadre in step 238 and 242, shows a graphical depiction of a 
control system process which includes both a suspend (238) and resume (242) 
command also see related text 17: 1 — 20, and lines 40 - 65, shows that this is done 
during execution (runtime), Sadre also further discloses breakpoints, which he notes 
stops and allows reviewing contents of event logs (suspends and continues) the 
program and that breakpoints may be placed (assigned) in step boxes, action logic, or 
transitions or Relay ladder logic rungs, in order to provide additional information to the 
user (24:60 -25:20). 

Argument (2), Applicant also argues that Sadre doesn't teach in claims 31 and 
32, the " step of converting structured textual language into a processor-independent 
pseudo code". 

Response (2), Examiner disagrees. In 22:54 - 59, as previously recited by 
Examiner above in claim 31, Sadre teaches " converting the SFC+ into an ASCII 
Structured Text program..." and the "Structured Text program 188 is interpreted by 
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program execution 186...", Examiner interprets this to be equivalent to Applicant's 
claimed limitation. 

Argument (3), Applicant argues in claim 34 that Sadre doesn't disclose 
"additional graphical elements are generated by converting structured textual language 
into a processor-independent pseudo code". 

Response (3), In 21 :24 - 35, Sadre discloses facilitating icons which represent 
application specific programs for an SFC+ and further discloses converting from the 
structure textual language in 22:54 - 59, Examiner interprets this to be equivalent to 
Applicant's limitations. 

Regarding Argument in claim 49, Examiner interprets FIG. 23A - B, to be a 
collective step and Applicant's claim doesn't preclude or exclude the limitations cited in 
those figures. 

Regarding claim 52, which is substantially identical to claim 26, Examiner still 
maintains the mappings claims 26, also addresses claim 52 a debug process is also 
depicted in FIG. 28. 

Regarding claim 54, Examiner interprets Applicant's limitation of pseudo code to 
be the structured text as previously addressed above in claim rejections. 

Regarding 35 U.S.C. 103 rejections, Examiner believes the combination of 
references till hold as both Sara and Sadre are analogous art. Although Sadre doesn't 
disclose a parallel branch Sadre teaches performing operations in parallel within an 
interpolator cycle (Column 2, lines 45-53), and hence suggest parallel processing. Sara 
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is provided to show the difference and since both Applications are analogous Examiner 
maintains that the 103 rejections is valid. 



Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chuck Kendall whose telephone number is 703- 
3086608. The examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 am - 6:30pm. 



Application/Control Number: 09/912,128 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2192 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 703-3054552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



